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Abstract
The integration of technology in early childhood classrooms can be advantageous when
used in meaningful ways. Early childhood teachers are utilizing technology in instruction;
however, they are not always doing so effectively. There is a gap in practice regarding
the factors that affect the choices of technology activities that early childhood teachers
use. A study on what influences the decisions early childhood educators make when
choosing the types of technology to integrate in the classroom was necessary to fill the
gap in literature and enhance the technology practices of early childhood teachers. Using
Bandura’s social cognition theory, the purpose of this qualitative study was to explore
how and why early childhood teachers choose technology activities to integrate into their
instruction. A descriptive case study was employed to gain an in-depth view of a small
group of early childhood teachers. Criterion sampling was used to select eight early
childhood teachers from grades PreK-2nd who had taught for 3 full years and were
integrating technology in their classrooms. Data were collected through researcherdesigned questionnaires and semistructured recorded interviews. The data were analyzed
through first and second cycle coding. The key findings of this study were that early
childhood teachers select technology activities based on perceived benefits and selfefficacy beliefs and often do not integrate technology activities due to developmental
appropriateness, external barriers, and the belief that technology cannot replace the
human element. The results of this study have the potential for bringing about positive
social change by informing early childhood educators about effective applications of
technology that could contribute to student achievement and engagement.
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study
Throughout the last 2 decades, the use of technology in the classrooms has
become more widespread, even in the area of early childhood education (Tang et al.,
2016). Effective technology integration with purpose and meaning can have many
positive benefits with younger students (Bowen & Watson, 2017; Mustola et al., 2018;
Quesenberry et al., 2015; Tang et al., 2016). It can be very beneficial and can help to
increase both student achievement and student engagement in even the youngest of
students (Bowen & Watson, 2017; O’Byrne & Pytash, 2017; Tang et al., 2016).
While there are several advantages of purposeful and meaningful integration of
technology (Bowen & Watson, 2017; O’Bryne & Pytash, 2017; Tang et al., 2016), many
early childhood teachers are not using technology in effective ways. Rather than using
technology in intentional ways to support or enhance instruction and encourage higher
order thinking, numerous early childhood teachers use technology as a means to digitally
display information or have students work on computer programs for a specified amount
of time (Smith et al., 2016). Furthermore, there is even less literature about how early
childhood teachers perceive and implement technology within their classrooms, or if
meaningful and purposeful technology practices are used (Smith et al., 2016).
The purpose of my study was to explore how and why early childhood teachers
chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The results of this study add
to the limited body of literature regarding the effective integration of technology in early
childhood classrooms. Additionally, this study is influential because barriers that early
childhood educators encounter when choosing the most appropriate technology activities

2
to implement in the classroom were discovered. This study has the potential for bringing
about positive social change by informing early childhood educators about effective
applications of technology that could contribute to student achievement. Chapter 1 will
concentrate on background, problem statement, purpose of the study, and research
questions. Additionally, I focus on the conceptual framework, nature of the study,
definition of key terms, assumptions, scope and delimitations, limitations, and
significance.
Background
Previously, technology was seen as an additional way to aid the instructional
practices of teachers, including early childhood educators (Francom, 2016; Smith et al.,
2016), but new research has indicated that technology is now seen as an imperative
component of education as technology is now a factor of everyday life (Reigeluth et al.,
2016). Even in the youngest of students, technology has the power to aid in the
classroom. Technology is a powerful tool for student engagement (Bowen & Watson,
2017). Likewise, it gives even the youngest of learners an outlet for creative expression
(O’Bryne & Pytash, 2017; Sinker, 2018). There is also research to indicate that early
childhood students who are engaged with meaningful technology activities have more
increased cognitive benefits than those who are not (Janisse et al., 2018).
Because of the benefits of technology on early childhood education, early
childhood teachers should be mindful of the approaches taken to integrate technology in
the classroom (Reigeluth et al., 2016). According to Lisenbee (2016), there is a gap in
practice in the use of pedagogical activities employed by early childhood teachers who

3
integrate technology with purpose and meaning. The lack of this significant technology
integration in early childhood classrooms is a cause for concern (Clements & Sarama,
2016; O’Bryne & Pytash, 2017; Smith et al., 2016), and teachers should be aware of the
factors that affect the technology activities they choose (Lan et al., 2015). This study was
needed because it provides information about how and why early childhood educators
choose the technology activities they do.
Problem Statement
The problem is that early childhood educators are not always implementing
technology in the classroom in meaningful ways (Dong, 2018). Technology has the
ability to support both increases in student achievement and student engagement in early
childhood classrooms, but it must be integrated properly (Lan et al., 2015; Tang et al.,
2016). Effective technology implementation can help even the youngest of students to
construct meaning, boost critical thinking skills, and merge prior knowledge with new
found knowledge (Bowen & Watson, 2017).
While there is much research about how technology can benefit early childhood
students when used in meaningful ways, there is little research to indicate how and why
early childhood educators choose the activities they do (Edwards, 2016). Because most
research has indicated that early childhood educators integrate technology in less
intentional ways (Dong, 2018) and because there is little literature about the technology
integration of early childhood educators, more research on how and why these teachers
select technology activities to integrate into their instruction was needed.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore how and why early childhood teachers
chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction because technology was not
always being implemented in meaningful ways. I address the types of activities early
childhood teachers use in their classrooms as well as explore what might influence their
choices. To address this study problem, a descriptive case study approach was taken, and
data were collected through questionnaires and interviews.
Research Question
The following question guided this study:
1. (Research Question (RQ)1-Qualitative: What influences the decisions early
childhood educators make when choosing the types of technology activities to
integrate in the classroom?
Conceptual Framework
Bandura’s (1986) social cognition theory is often used in educational settings and
places emphasis on how the environment, one’s own emotions, and cognition can
influence a person’s behavior (Bandura, 1977). According to Bandura’s (1986) social
cognition theory, both internal and external factors work together to influence behavior.
Personal, environmental, and behavioral factors interact to determine the actions of
people. Thus, this social cognition theory served as the conceptual lens for this study to
understand how both internal and external factors influence how and why early childhood
teachers choose technology activities to integrate into their instruction.
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Bandura’s (1986) social cognition theory supports the idea that individuals create
a belief system about their own abilities based on both planning and motivation.
According to Bandura, motivation is a behavior that is significantly impacted by external
influences and can predict both successes and failures. Additionally, Bandura (1997)
found that perspectives about situations can affect a person’s actions in the same
situations. Taking this into consideration, teachers’ perspectives about technology usage
can influence the amounts and types of technology used in the classroom (Clements &
Sarama, 2016). These perspectives and influences and how they apply to early childhood
educators’ technology integration in the classroom will be further discussed in Chapter 2.
Bandura’s (1994) social cognitive theory was used to explore how internal and
external factors influenced an early childhood educator’s motives and actions as they
pertained to technology usage. By using this theory, I investigated a phenomenon in a
real-life context. In this case, the technology activities chosen by early childhood
educators were explored to see what influenced the decisions they made when choosing
the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom. An interview protocol that
delves into questions pertaining to the interaction of internal and external influences (see
Bandura, 1977) was used to discover how and why early childhood educators chose the
types of technology to integrate in their classrooms. Moreover, the research question was
informed by social cognition theory because it uncovered the internal and/or external
influences that affected early childhood teachers’ technology integration.
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Nature of the Study
This research study was guided by qualitative research. At its core, qualitative
research is the study of people and their actions. It is a formal, objective process to
describe phenomena in their natural settings (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). It is also empirical
and produces knowledge about perspectives (Kozleski, 2017), which was the primary
focus of this doctoral study.
For this qualitative design, a case study approach was employed. A case study is
useful when the researcher seeks to intensively study an individual, group, or unit in
order to gain some understanding (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). Because I was seeking to
understand the types of technology used in early childhood classrooms and what factors
might influence early childhood educator’s choices of technology activities, a case study
approach was appropriate (Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Specifically, a descriptive case study was used to determine how internal or
external factors influenced the selection of technology activities by early childhood
educators. A descriptive case study is appropriate to investigate a phenomenon in a reallife context (Ravitch & Cark, 2016). While there was some research that indicated that
early childhood teachers have been implementing technology in the classroom (Edwards,
2016; Mustola et al., 2018, Quesenberry et al., 2016), a descriptive case study was
appropriate to discover the types of technology these educators were using and explore
exactly how different factors impacted the selection of technology activities.
I conducted my case study with a group of early childhood educators in grades
Pre-K through second grade at a single school. Participants were first given
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questionnaires and later asked to participate in interviews. Combined, these data
collection methods helped me to understand how and why early childhood teachers chose
technology activities to integrate into their instruction. Data was analyzed using coding
methods to identify emerging themes from the data.
Definitions
The following terms are used throughout this research and are defined below for
purposes of the study:
Social cognition theory: The theory that states that learning occurs in a social
context and is affected by interaction, environment, and behavior (Bandura, 1986).
Student engagement: A term used to describe when students are actively involved
in the learning process (Halverson & Graham, 2019).
Technology integration: The act of using technology and technological tools in
daily instructional practice (Smith et al., 2016).
Assumptions
In this study, I made several assumptions. Based on prior experiences before this
study, I assumed that all early childhood educators who participated would have
integrated technology in some form in their classroom. I also assumed that even though
they were integrating technology in instructional practice, they were not doing so in
meaningful and purposeful ways. In my own school, I had witnessed most early
childhood teachers using technology in their classrooms primarily as a means to display
information and as a center rotation to complete drill type computer programs with little
critical thinking involved. Another assumption I had is that when I conducted my
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interviews, all participants would answer honestly. Participation in the study was
voluntary, so this assumption was based on the idea that these teachers would want to aid
in the research process. All of these assumptions were necessary and were noted in the
research because these assumptions could not be proved (see Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Scope and Delimitations
This study was conducted with early childhood teachers in one school district: the
Southern Peach School District (pseudonym). Teachers were selected on the following
conditions:
1. Teachers must be teaching in the field of early childhood education (grades
Pre-K through second grade).
2. Teachers must have 3 or more years of classroom experience.
3. Teachers must be working in the Southern Peach School District.
4. Teachers must have access to and a working knowledge of technology
integration.
5. Teachers must be currently integrating some form of technology in the
classroom.
Delimitations are factors that I consciously controlled while creating my research
plan. They were based solely on my decisions (see Ravitch & Carl, 2016). There were
many other problems that I could have chosen, but because of my own personal interests,
I chose to address the technology integration of early childhood educators. Another
delimitation is that I was only studying early childhood educators. This range was
specifically chosen because I was pursuing an Early Childhood Education degree;
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therefore, I had to choose teachers of these grades. Likewise, for this study, I chose a
rural southwestern school. This was due to the proximity of my own home and
workplace, and because of feasibility and transportation, I could not choose another area.
Because of these delimitations, the results of this study are transferable only to educators
who (a) teach in grades Pre-K through second grade, (b) teach in a rural, southwestern
community, and (c) have at least 3 years creditable teaching experience and integrate
technology in the classroom.
Limitations
Pyrczak (2016) described limitations as factors that could potentially weaken the
validity of a study. One limitation was that the study was conducted in one rural
southwestern school district with a small number of participants teaching grades Pre-K
through second grade. The small sample size could potentially limit the findings that
could be made about technology integration in early childhood settings. Because the
participants are from a rural, southwestern school, this may limit the transferability to
other contexts.
Another limitation was the skill level and knowledge of the early childhood
educators being studied as well as the available technology in the school system. These
skill and knowledge levels could potentially influence the amount and kinds of
technology integrated in early childhood classrooms. Additionally, the availability of
technology in classrooms could influence the frequency and types of technology used in
early childhood settings.
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There was also a limitation in my research design. Because I employed a case
study design, I cannot rule out other causes for technology integration in early childhood
classrooms. A case study only allowed me to generalize the findings to the particular
group I was studying (see Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Significance
Limited research has been conducted on the integration of technology in early
childhood education settings; however, the body of research that does exist has shown
that integrating technology with purpose and meaning can have many positive benefits
with younger students-- creating active, engaged learners (Bowen & Watson, 2017;
Mustola et al., 2018; Quesenberry et al., 2016; Tang et al., 2016). Moreover, there is even
less literature about how early childhood teachers select and implement technology
within their classrooms (Dong, 2018). While internal and external influences have been
reported to affect the amount of technology integrated into classrooms, little research
exists to determine if they influence the selection of technology activities integrated in
early childhood settings (Edwards, 2016). The results of this study add to the limited
body of literature regarding the effective integration of technology in early childhood
classrooms and how these internal and external factors influence such integration.
My study also has the potential to create social change. By better understanding
outside influences and how they relate to the choices early childhood teachers make when
selecting technology activities, plans can be implemented by school districts to increase
opportunities to improve the confidence levels of early childhood teachers, thus affecting
the technology instructional activities employed. When early childhood teachers begin
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using technology in more meaningful and purposeful ways, early childhood students will
benefit. Student engagement and achievement will grow.
Summary
Even though technology is being used in early childhood classrooms (Edwards,
2016; Smith et al., 2016), it is not always being used in the most meaningful and effective
ways (Bowen & Watson, 2017). When used with meaning and purpose, technology has
the power to create learners who are truly involved in their own learning (Bowen &
Watson, 2017; Tang et al., 2016). The current inclination for early childhood teachers to
use technology as a standalone method in computer stations has discouraged young
students from using higher order thinking skills when using the technology and more
meaningful integration would increase their critical thinking and increase student
achievement (Smith et al., 2016).
Both internal and external factors could be barriers to the integration of
meaningful and purposeful technology activities in early childhood classrooms (Clements
& Sarama, 2016; Li et al., 2016). There is already research to prove that technology
integration is frequently occurring in early childhood classrooms (Joo et al., 2018), but
there is a gap in research about the types of technology being integrated in these
classrooms and the factors that affect the choices of technology instructional activities
that early childhood teachers use with their students. A research study like this will help
to fill that gap and potentially improve the technology classroom practices of early
childhood educators. Chapter 2 will focus on a review of the literature as well as
reinforce the problem statement, purpose, and questions.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Early childhood educators are not always implementing technology in the
classroom in meaningful ways. The purpose of this study was to explore how and why
early childhood teachers choose technology activities to integrate into their instruction.
This literature review provides a synthesis of the conceptual lens, research goals, and key
variables and concepts related to this research study. These variables and concepts are
benefits of technology, contributions to learning and development in early childhood
settings, integration of technology in early childhood settings, barriers to technology
integration, teacher perspectives of technology, and teacher decision making with
technology. Additionally, it addresses the gap in literature on how and why early
childhood educators implement technology in classrooms.
This descriptive case study centers around the following question as it pertains to
early childhood educators: What influences the decisions early childhood educators make
when choosing the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom? While
there is much research to support the benefits of using technology in early childhood
settings (Bowen & Watson, 2017; Nkosi et al., 2019; O’Bryne & Pytash, 2017; Tang et
al., 2016), research has also denoted that early childhood teachers are often using
technology in less than effective ways (Altun, 2019; Dong, 2018). There is little research
to support why early childhood teachers choose the types of technology activities they
integrate in the classroom (Mantilla & Edwards, 2019; Mertala, 2019).
In this chapter, I explain my literature search strategy and focus on the conceptual
framework of social cognition theory as proposed by Bandura (1977). Additionally, I
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provide a review of the literature that synthesizes key concepts and variables, producing a
description about what is known about technology integration in early childhood
classrooms.
Literature Search Strategy
The literature review for this study was conducted using the research databases
accessible through the Walden University Library. I examined peer-reviewed journal
articles, books, and white papers. The search engines and databases I used included
Education Source, ERIC, Sage Journals, Academic Search Complete, Education
Research Complete, and Google Scholar.
The keywords and phrases I used to search for resources included early childhood
education, technology, instructional technology, teacher perspectives, digital learning,
technology integration, and computer instruction. Oftentimes, these terms were used in
combination to obtain desired results. The following combination of terms were also
used: technology integration in early childhood classrooms, teacher perspectives of
technology integration, effective integration of technology, use of technology by early
childhood teachers, technology in early childhood settings, early childhood education
and technology implementation, early childhood educator technology practices, and
teacher decision making with technology.
Conceptual Framework
For this study, I chose Bandura’s (1986) social cognition theory as the conceptual
framework. This theory is often used to investigate how people learn to change
throughout their lives (Bandura, 1986). This theory was appropriate for this study
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because it emphasizes several influences on human behavior—cognitive, personal, and
external environmental factors (see Bandura, 1982). Of these factors, Bandura (2006)
believed that personal factors were the most influential (Bandura, 1977; Lim et al., 2018).
The social cognition theory, thus, was an appropriate framework to provide a general
understanding of the choices early childhood teachers make when choosing technology
activities to integrate into their instruction (see Lan et al., 2019).
Reciprocal Determinism
One tenet of Bandura’s (1986) social cognition theory is reciprocal determinism.
In reciprocal determinism, three factors influence behavior—cognitive, personal, and
external factors. According to this theory, the behavior of an individual affects social
relationships and personal characteristics, but due to reciprocity, social relationships and
personal characteristics also affect the behavior of the individual. While cognitive
processes play a large role in determining individual behavior, external social stimuli also
affect the individual and the behavior. Of the three factors, no one factor can be
independent of the two others. They interact together and are equally important in
influencing the individual and the behavior (Bandura, 2005).
Symbolizing Capability
According to Bandura’s (1986) social cognition theory, external factors can
influence behavior by using cognitive processes. Moreover, Bandura concluded that
individuals form symbols—like mental images and words—to give meaning to their
experiences. This allows individuals to more readily store information in memory to aid
them in future behaviors. This formation of symbols allows individuals to more easily
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model the behaviors they observe. Creating these symbols also enables the individual to
problem solve and have foresight. Foresight means that the individual can visualize the
consequences of their behavior before actually engaging in the behavior (Bandura, 1991).
Vicarious Capability
While individuals learn much from directly experiencing something, observing
others allows the individual to form an idea about a behavior while not actually
experiencing the behavior themselves (Bandura, 1986). By observing others, individuals
can form more symbols to aid in their future experiences. This is called vicarious learning
because individuals learn simply by observing others (Bandura, 1986, 1991).
Vicarious learning is impacted by four different processes: attention span,
retention processes, motor reproduction processes, and motivational processes (Bandura,
1977, 1986, 1991). Attention span refers to an individual’s capability to actually observe
the behaviors of others in their environment. Retention processes refer to an individual’s
ability to retain observed behaviors and form symbols, and motor reproduction processes
involve taking these formed symbols and creating an action to go along with the symbol.
Finally, motivational processes involve determining the value of the outcome to
determine if the individual will adopt a certain behavior for future use (Bandura, 1989).
Forethought Capability
Forethought, according to Bandura (1989), is a driving force in human behavior.
Forethought is an individual’s ability to guide their actions by anticipating the outcome of
the actions. This prediction is regulated by prior experiences because future events do not
create much motivation for current thoughts, so the expectation of the behavioral
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outcome becomes more important than the actual outcome. This forethought capability
allows individuals to anticipate consequences (Lawson, 2019). These forethoughts do not
just come from an individual’s prior experiences. The experiences of others also help
individuals anticipate outcomes; therefore, people will behave in ways they have seen
others be successful while avoiding behaviors they have seen cause others failure
(Bandura, 2005).
Self-Regulatory Capability
Self-regulation is an important part of Bandura’s social cognition theory. Selfregulation is the individual’s ability to manage their behaviors and actions despite
external factors (Bandura, 1986). Self-regulation is motivated largely by personal values
and standards and by the need to feel a sense of accomplishment. Because of this, selfregulatory processes involve individuals exploring their own thought processes and using
their mental abilities to exercise control over their actions and behaviors to assure they
achieve a set goal or desired outcome (Mammadov et al., 2018).
Self-Reflective Capability
Self-reflection is another vital component of Bandura’s social cognition theory.
Self-reflection involves individuals thinking about their thought processes and changing
their behaviors and actions based on this thought process (Bandura, 1977). Self-efficacy,
according to Bandura (1997), is the most important kind of self-reflection. Self-efficacy
is a term to describe an individual’s perceptions of their abilities and characteristics, and
these perceptions guide their thought processes. Self-efficacy is created when an
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individual excels in a certain area, and it is also created when individuals compare
themselves to others (Bandura, 1986, 1997).
Observational Learning
At the core of the social cognition theory is the idea that learning occurs through
observation (Bandura, 1977). Behavioral, social, and cognitive constructs are created
when one observes, and these constructs will shape all future endeavors (Bandura, 1982).
Bandura (1986) identified three types of observational learning. They are live models,
verbal instructional models, and symbolic models. A live model means an actual
individual is observed completing a task. With a verbal instructional model, behaviors are
described and explained verbally, and with symbolic models, observations are made from
fictional characters, like television and books. Even though Bandura (1977) proposed that
observation was key to learning, he also surmised that just because something had been
learned did not mean that the behavior would change.
Application of Bandura’s Social Cognition Theory
Bandura’s social cognition theory has been applied in previous research,
especially in the field of educational technology. According to Devi et al. (2017),
Bandura’s social cognition theory is an appropriate conceptual lens because educators
learn through observation, and their behaviors, including the activities they integrate in
the classroom, are a result of the environment and person. When exploring preservice
educators’ intent to use computer-based technology, Kim et al. (2008) based their
research on Bandura’s social cognition theory and discovered that preservice teachers’
perspectives of computer use were based on faculty modeling in their college courses.
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Also, Bandura’s social cognition theory was used in a research study to investigate
university faculty and their motivation to teach online (Wright, 2014), and it was
discovered that both internal and external factors contributed to the willingness of faculty
to teach online courses. High school educators’ use of social media in the classroom was
explored, and Bandura’s research was applied to discover that the use of such technology
is affected by both internal and external factors (Deaton, 2015).
This research study benefited from the use of Bandura’s social cognition theory.
In this study, I explored the integration of technology in early childhood classrooms to
find out what influences early childhood educators to choose the activities they integrate
in their classrooms. Because Bandura’s theory deals with internal and external factors
that influence decision making (Bandura, 1977, 1982, 1986, 1997), it was an appropriate
conceptual framework to guide the research.
Key Concepts and Variables
Benefits of Technology in the Classroom
Technology in the classroom is not a new idea; however, today, it is more
prevalent in classrooms (Arnott, 2017; Oakley et al., 2018; Papadakis et al., 2018). While
this is largely due to the increasing use of technology in all other aspects of life, there are
many reported benefits of integrating technology in educational settings (Hur & Wolf,
2017; Neokleous, 2019). These benefits include increased student achievement (Hur &
Wolf, 2017; McDermott & Gormley, 2016;; Rashid & Asghar, 2016; Tawafak et al.,
2019;; Zhuang & Xiao, 2018), greater student motivation (Retails et al., 2018), and
improved communication (McKnight et al., 2016; Xiong, 2018).
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Increased Student Achievement
In the past two decades, much research has been conducted that demonstrates that
technology integration in the classroom has the ability to increase student achievement
(Dunn & Kennedy, 2019; Huang & Lin, 2017; Ige & Hlalele, 2017; Lin, 2019; Rashid &
Asghar, 2016). In fact, increases in all academic subjects have been noted, with increases
in science and math most notable (Xiong, 2018). A study by Al Khateeb (2019)
investigated the effects of mobile gaming on the mathematics achievement levels of
fourth grade students. Two groups of students were taught using two different methods.
An experimental group was taught the mathematics concepts using mobile gaming while
the control group was taught using conventional classroom instruction without the use of
technology. Then an achievement test was created based on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) levels and objectives for mathematics. It was given before
both types of instruction occurred and afterwards. Results of the study showed that the
use of technology to relay mathematics instruction had a significant positive affect on
mathematics achievement when compared to conventional instruction (Al Khateeb,
2019).
Another notable increase is in the area of writing. A ten-year review of the
literature investigated how using technology in teaching writing in K-12 settings
impacted students’ writing skills. The findings of the review concluded that such
implementation enhanced students’ composing skills, general writing skills, and
knowledge of literacy (Williams & Beam, 2019). These increases in student achievement
can be attributed to higher levels of engagement with instruction and higher levels of
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knowledge retention (Rashid & Asghar, 2016). Compared to non-technology users,
students who use technology in the classroom have higher overall grade point averages
and perform better on standardized tests (Rashid & Asghar, 2016).
Specifically technology integration has shown increases in student achievement of
early childhood students. In a study of thirty-six third grade students of varying abilities,
an experimental group was allowed to use geometry software to learn about symmetry of
two dimensional shapes while the control group was taught using traditional methods
with paper and pencil. The experimental group using the software performed better than
the control. These findings indicate that technology has the ability to improve students’
academic achievement (Thangamani & Eu, 2019). Another study investigated the use of
augmented reality apps to aid in fluency. Forty-two children from Kuwait were instructed
on the English alphabet—one group using augmented reality apps and the other using
traditional face-to-face methods. The group using the technology had higher academic
achievement and scored higher on the English alphabet test (Safar et al., 2017).
Greater Student Motivation
Today’s students are often referred to as digital natives (List, 2019; Shtepura,
2018). They are rampant consumers of technology, using it in almost all aspects of their
personal lives. Because of this, utilizing technology in the classroom greatly improves
student motivation. In one study, student motivation to complete tasks was elevated when
technology was used for academic purposes (Hietajärvi et al., 2019). Also, students who
experience daily technology use in the classroom have greater motivation levels in their
classwork (Shtepura, 2018). Students have reported more excitement about completing
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assignments when engaged with technology (Higgins & Bushell, 2018; Zainuddin &
Perera, 2019). In order to investigate the motivation of dental undergraduate students, a
study was conducted by Meguid and Collins (2017). Traditional classroom lectures were
studied along with Audience Response Systems (ARS). The researchers used traditional
lectures and would often insert audience response methods where the lecture became
interactive, and students were given feedback about their answers. Focus groups and
questionnaires were utilized to determine that 95% of the students studied preferred the
more interactive lecture, and 81% stated it created a greater motivation to learn (Meguid
& Collins, 2017).
The use of technology in the classroom has shown increases in motivation across
subjects in early childhood classrooms as well. Miller (2018) conducted a study in a rural
kindergarten class using iPads and interactive technology. Students were allowed to
engage in a variety of mathematical apps while learning about number sense. Previously,
the students had learned only from face to face instruction from the teacher. By using the
interactive technology, students showed more motivation to complete number sense tasks
than from traditional classroom methods. Student motivation to read has also shown to
increase through the use of digital literacy. Ozturk and Ohi (2018) conducted a study of
105 six- and seven-years olds and their parents in two different primary schools. Through
parent questionnaires and individual student interviews, the researchers concluded that
student motivation to read or interact with text was significantly increased when allowed
to interact with digital texts.
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Improved Communication
Technology can transform communication in the classroom (Domingo &
Gargante, 2016; McKnight et al., 2016). Now online assignment hubs, virtual classrooms,
virtual labs, discussion boards, and other online platforms allow students to
communicate. The level of positive social interaction between students in the classroom
is increased due to technology integration. Many times, the technology encourages group
work, collaboration, and discussion (Domingo & Gargante, 2016; McKnight et al., 2016).
By using digital technologies, students learn how to take turns, share, and solve
interpersonal conflict (Berson et al., 2019). Besides student interaction, technology can
improve communication between teachers and students. Through the use of technology,
teachers can provide ongoing and immediate feedback to their students on assignments
and discussions (McKnight et al., 2016). This improved teacher-student communication
can even been seen in early childhood classroom settings Gennari, Melonio, and Rizvi
(2020) conducted a research study with three primary grade classrooms to discover if
technology made an impact on communication between teachers and students. Based on
their findings, they concluded that interactive communication using technology increased
both teacher and student engagement in classroom conversations. Additionally, primary
students learned conversation norms more rapidly than in regular classroom
conversations.
Integration of Technology in Early Childhood Settings
Technology integration in early childhood settings has increased over the years.
Since 1987, technology usage in early childhood classrooms has risen from 15% to about
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90% (Janisse et al., 2018). A report from the National Center for Education Statistics
confirms that almost all public school teachers in the United States have computers
available for their use. Additionally, the computer to student ratio has risen from six to
one in the nineties to now three to one (Janisse et al., 2018). Likewise, internet
availability has increased from 35% in 1994 to almost 100% currently (Janisse et al.,
2018). This increase can be attributed to today’s society where technology is present in
most aspects of day to day life (Ihmeideh & Al-Maadadi, 2018).
While the influx of technology has increased in early childhood settings, the types
of technology being integrated have not (Dong, 2018). Oftentimes, technology is merely
integrated during center time, and students interact with computer programs to drill
certain skills (Ihmeideh & Al-Maadadi, 2018). Despite research that technology can
provide many cognitive, emotional, social, and psychosocial outcomes for younger
students, the majority of early childhood teachers use technology to implement software
that does not promote higher order thinking skills (Mamutovic & Vujovic, 2018). Early
childhood teachers simply do not employ enough strategies to actively engage their
students with the technology (Dong, 2018).
Barriers to Technology Integration
Even though there has been an increase of technology integration in early
childhood settings, and there is research that purports that technology should be used in
more meaningful ways in order to reap all the benefits, there are many barriers to the
effective implementation of technology in early childhood settings. These are both
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external and internal barriers. These barriers affect the types of technology activities
integrated into early childhood classrooms.
External Barriers
External, or first-order barriers, are those that are not controlled by the teacher.
Outside factors like administrative support and expectations, access to resources, and
other influences beyond the teacher’s control are considered external barriers. While
there are many external barriers to early childhood educators’ implementation, the main
ones are lack of access, lack of training, and lack of administrative support (Arikan et al.,
2017; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018).
Lack of Access
While more and more schools are implementing 1:1 classrooms, and each student
has access to technology at their fingertips, many early childhood classrooms are still
limited in the number of devices per classroom (Simard & Karsenti, 2016; Singhavi &
Basargekar, 2019). Specifically, in early childhood, the ratio of technology devices to
students is so low that teachers are limited on ways in which to integrate the technology
in the classroom (Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). Furthermore, some schools take a lab
approach to technology where computers and other technology devices are housed in a
separate classroom. Due to scheduling conflicts, types and amounts of technology can be
inhibited (Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). Even when teachers have increased availability of
technology, many cite a lack of technology support for the hardware devices, so they
inevitably do not use the technology when malfunctions occur (Lan et al., 2015).
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Lack of Training
Additionally, teachers are often simply not afforded the professional development
opportunities needed to adequately and effectively implement technology in early
childhood settings (Riojas-Cortez et al., 2019; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). Lan, Worch,
and Aguiton (2015) noted that while most teachers felt that their college preparation was
adequate to prepare them for technology integration, the changing dynamics of
technology demand that ongoing professional development with opportunities for
engagement was needed.
Arikan, Fernie, and Kantor (2017) conducted a research study on technology
professional development of HeadStart teachers. Through the Teachers Learning
Technology (TLT) project, two HeadStart agencies were supported using a “communities
of learners” (p. 1835) approach whereby eight participants, non-traditional early
childhood teachers who were pursuing their educational degrees, were immersed in
authentic educational technology activities that relied on social interaction. Prior to the
study, the early childhood teachers expressed feelings of anxiety about having to learn
something new and a general fear of using technology in the classroom. This particular
project lasted three years, and these teachers were engaged in experienced-based,
contextualized, and collaborative learning that focused on integrating technology in early
childhood settings. By conducting interviews, observations, and collecting artifacts,
Arkian, Fernie, and Kantor (2017) discovered that when teachers were provided with
such professional development, it could affect their technology practices in the
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classroom. Attitudes and perspectives about technology in the classroom were changed,
and apprehensive teachers became more eager to try new technological approaches.
Lack of Administrative Support
Even when teachers have access to resources and training, oftentimes, schools do
not have a unified vision for technology integration in the classroom (Choi & Yi, 2016;
Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). Administrative support is necessary to ensure that teachers
are employing technology in the classroom in a meaningful manner, but studies show that
this is often not the case. In fact, Nikolopoulou and Gialamas (2015) examined the
perspectives of 134 kindergarten teachers using a questionnaire with a Likert scale
ranging from 1 (not a barrier) to 4 (major barrier). One section focused strictly on the
barriers to integration, and for lack of administrative support, the mean score was 3.25,
indicating that teachers felt this was a huge barrier. Their research indicated that
kindergarten teachers would be less inhibited about using technology in the classroom if
they felt they had the necessary support from the administrative staff.
Internal Barriers
Internal barriers, or second-order barriers, are those that are intrinsic to only the
teachers. These include knowledge and skills about integration, including hardware and
software, and they also include attitudes and beliefs (Clements & Sarama, 2016). Among
these internal barriers, teachers’ beliefs regarding technology “have been been recognized
as the most proximal determinant of technology integration” (Vongkulluksn et al., 2018,
p. 71).
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Teachers’ Perspectives Regarding Technology Integration
Teachers’ beliefs about how well technology can help fulfill their instructional
objectives weigh heavily on how they implement technology in the classroom. In fact, a
research study concluded that teachers with more teaching experience reported more
negative beliefs regarding how effective technology was in their instruction than newer
teachers with less experience (Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). Their attitudes about
technology in general affect how often and what kinds of technology they choose to
employ in the classroom (Clements & Sarama, 2016). Specifically, teachers’ who align
themselves with a constructivist teaching approach tend to implement technology in their
classrooms more often (Alt, 2018; Farjon, Smits, & Voogt, 2019).
For many early childhood educators, attitudes about technology are affected by
the principles of a play-based curriculum. As such, the integration of technology does not
fit into a play-based pedagogy. Many of these educators value curriculum that encourages
learning through play, and their attitudes and beliefs about technology in the classroom
are in direct opposition to this ideal (Edwards, 2016). A study conducted by Aldhafeeri,
Palaiologoub, and Folorunsho (2016) investigated 195 early childhood teachers whose
teaching practices centered on a play-based pedagogy. Seventy- seven percent of the
teachers surveyed felt that digital devices were not developmentally appropriate and had
no place in such a curriculum, 57% of the teachers said they would not even attempt to
use them in their classrooms, and 65% of the teachers said that digital devices could not
support learning in any way. This study suggests that teachers do not have the knowledge
base to draw upon to actually amalgamate technology in these type of classrooms,
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especially since technology play actually promotes creativity and curiosity, encourages
student exploration, and enhances collaboration and problem solving (Magen-Nagar et
al., 2019; Miller, 2018).
An additional perception that affects the technology integration in early childhood
classrooms is the perceived usefulness of technology to fulfill instructional objectives.
According to Lan et al., (2015), many educators believe the advantages of using technology
in the classroom are outweighed by the disadvantages because of “the possible
distractions that technology would bring to the students” (p. 6). In a multiple case study
of conducted by Constantine, Różowa, Szostkowski, Ellis, and Roehrig (2017),
elementary school teachers’ beliefs about technology were investigated. Even when
teachers were ambitious and planned to utilize technology in STEM activities, they stated
that they often became reluctant and did not integrate it as much as they planned because
they felt that the technology might hinder the learning process.
Another perspective that affects the implementation of technology in early
childhood classrooms is teachers’ perceived skill levels of their students. In an inquiry by
Mourlam, Strouse, Newland, and Lin (2019), 43 preschool students and 180 teachers
were studied and the teachers’ beliefs about their students’ digital technologies and media
skills were compared to their actual observed skill levels. The findings of this study
found that preschool students could accurately engage themselves in the technology nine
times out of twelve without assistance. The teachers surveyed mismatched levels of
technology skill for their students on over half of the technology tasks. This suggests that
teachers’ perspectives about skill level are being influenced by outside factors.
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Finally, many teachers may be discouraged by the amount of self-education that
technology requires of their students. Allowing students to navigate technology and
create most of the knowledge and products themselves may conflict with personal
pedagogical beliefs. Integrating the technology into existing teaching styles is
problematic which leads to less and less usage by teachers (Hartman et al., 2019; Nicol et
al., 2018).
Teacher Decision Making With Technology
Teachers are constantly asked to make decisions about their teaching practices.
Choosing what technology to integrate in the classroom also involves a great deal of
decision making. There are many factors that teachers must consider when choosing the
appropriate technology to use in their classrooms, and great care and discernment must be
used when selecting what to integrate (Jeong & Kim, 2017; Tondeur et al., 2016).
Howard and Gigliotti (2016) examined how risk factors into teacher decision
making with technology. An Australian teacher’s experience with using technology in a
1:1 classroom environment was studied over three years. The teacher was chosen because
she reported that she had positive feelings about using technology in the classroom. She
also reported that her teaching had changed throughout the years because she had been
involved in risk-taking. Semi-structured interviews and questionnaires were used
throughout the study. The results of the study concluded that experimentation is
necessary to gain confidence in technology integration, and risk-taking is related to this
level of confidence.
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Teacher collaboration is also a factor for teacher decision making with
technology. Boschman, McKenney, and Voogt (2015) designed a single holistic case
study that researched a team of six kindergarten teachers. Teachers engaged in a
workshop to have design talks while using PictoPal, a digital early literacy environment.
The kindergarten teachers were to make decisions about activities to complete both on
and off the computer using PictoPal. Participants were videoed during their design talks,
and transcripts were created and later coded. Through the coding, the researchers
discovered that making technology related decisions seemed to follow a pattern. The
teachers shared their knowledge about what they knew about the activity being discussed
and the technology needed to complete the activity. Teachers continued to share until one
or more teachers expressed concerns or evaluations. This was always followed by an
action to strike the activity. The researchers concluded that collaboration had an effect on
technology integration, and this collaboration was often the result of a lack of knowledge
about the technology being integrated.
Uluyol and Sahin (2016) conducted research in 24 public elementary schools in
Turkey. The study investigated the types of technology used by teachers in the classroom
as well as the decision-making process involved in choosing these activities. One
hundred teachers whose teaching experience ranged from seven to 23 years were studied.
Interviews were conducted and recorded; they were later transcribed and coded. The
main conclusion regarding decisions with technology revolved around incentives.
Teachers decided to use technology in the classroom if there was some incentive. The
greatest incentive category was their own expectations. For many, the incentive is that it
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saved time and made their job easier. Another incentive cited was student motivation.
The second greatest incentive category was colleagues. Teachers decided to use
technology if suggested by another teacher or they became inspired by one.
Smith, Parker, McKinney, and Grigg (2017) utilized a comparative case study
approach to investigate the technology related decision making processes that fourthgrade teachers used when teaching the same content. Multiple sources of data—
observations, lesson plans, and interviews-- were analyzed from 27 teachers in six
schools. This data analysis revealed three themes that affect teacher decision making with
technology. They were beliefs about perceived student ability, teacher pedagogical design
capacity, and time. This study concluded that teachers only use the technology in the
content area when they feel their students have the proper capability to use it. The
teacher’s pedagogical design capacity affected decision making because teachers only
used the technology when they felt they understood it well enough to use it themselves,
and time was a factor because utilizing the technology might become a tradeoff for
actually teaching the content (Smith et al., 2017).
Another study examined how teachers decide what software to implement in their
classrooms. Thirty-four teachers were studied while using the software programs
Geometer’s Sketchpad and Fathom. Teachers were observed while implementing the
programs and later interviewed about their usage. The themes that emerged from the data
analysis were perceived ease of use and understanding of the software’s capability.
Teachers’ decision making was influenced by their own comfort (Okumus et al., 2016).
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TPACK Model for Technology Integration
Because there are many factors that influence a teacher’s decision to use
technology in the classroom, the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge
(TPACK) model was created to help educators understand how and why technology
should be integrated in the classroom. This framework guides educators in choosing the
proper technology as it relates to the content knowledge, pedagogy, and student learning
(Wang, 2019; Yildiz, 2019; Young et al., 2018).
The TPACK framework has three domains. They are: Technological Knowledge,
Pedagogical Knowledge, and Content Knowledge. A combination of these three domains
forms the TPACK which enables teachers to choose the most effective technology and
pedagogy to deliver the content (Elas et al., 2019).
Having knowledge in each of these domains does not guarantee that teachers will
implement meaningful technology in their classrooms. Roussinos and Jimoyiannis (2019)
researched 399 Greek early childhood teachers in regards to their own TPACK
knowledge. Participants completed an anonymous survey, and results revealed that while
the teachers rated themselves high in each of the separate domains, they could only
perceive them separately. This made integrating the domains difficult, and—thus—
integrating technology in meaningful ways became increasingly problematic as well.
Summary and Conclusions
Over the years, many themes have emerged from the research on literature
involving technology use in the classroom. The most notable themes are benefits of
technology in the classroom, barriers to integration, and the themes related to teacher
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decision making when using technology. Such themes included perceived student ability,
teacher pedagogical knowledge, and time.
One theme is the benefits of technology in the classroom. Technology can
increase student achievement (Al Khateeb, 2019; Dunn & Kennedy, 2019; Huang & Lin,
2017; Ige & Hlalele, 2017; Lin, 2019; Rashid & Asghar, 2016; Safar et al., 2017;
Thangamani & Eu, 2019; Williams & Beam, 2019; Xiong, 2018), motivation (Hietajärvi
et al., 2019; Higgins & Bushell, 2018; Meguid & Collins, 2017; Miller, 2018; Ozturk &
Ohi, 2018; Shtepura, 2018; Zainuddin & Perera, 2019), and communication skills
(Domingo & Gargante, 2016; Gennari et al., 2020; McKnight et al., 2016). While there
are many advantages to allowing students to engage with technology in meaningful ways,
it is unknown why early childhood educators typically choose technology activities that
simply involve using technology for presentation of material or interaction with a
computer program or app that does not focus on higher order thinking skills (Smith et al.,
2016). The use of technology in these manners is not utilizing the technology to its fullest
potential, and—thus—these benefits cannot be realized.
Another theme is the barriers to technology integration. The barriers are known
and include both internal and external factors that prevent early childhood teachers from
integrating technology in their classrooms. These include lack of access, lack of training,
lack of administrative support, and teacher’s perspectives about technology integration in
the classroom (Arikan et al., 2017; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018).
There are several major themes that pertain to teacher decision making with
technology. Beliefs about perceived student ability is one theme that affects how often
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and what kinds of technology teachers may incorporation (Smith et al., 2017). Another
theme is teacher pedagogical capacity. Teachers design technological instructional
activities when they are more aware of the technology being used and find it comfortable
to use the technology (Smith et al., 2017). Time is yet another theme. How often and
what kinds of technology are incorporated are often dependent upon the time it takes to
implement the technology (Smith et al., 2017).
There is much that is known about technology integration in early childhood
classrooms. Besides the barriers previously noted, there is quite a bit of research about
the significance of teacher utilization of technology. What is not known is all the varying
ways early childhood educators could integrate technology in the classroom to provide
more meaningful experiences.
Also known are the many different perspectives of technology that early
childhood educators possess. What is not known is how these perspectives affect the
ways they integrate technology in their classrooms. Also, it is known that risk-taking,
experimentation, incentives, and collaboration with colleagues affect the decision-making
process of educators when they choose the technology activities to integrate in the
classroom (Howard & Gigliotti, 2016).
While there is much research on the perceived benefits and barriers of technology
in the classroom, there is a gap in literature pertaining to the implementation of
technology in early childhood classrooms. There are inconsistencies in literature
pertaining to how often and why early childhood educators integrate technology in the
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classroom. Additionally, there is a lack of literature pertaining to what influences
technology incorporation by early childhood educators.
There are recent studies addressing the use of technology in early childhood
classrooms, but they do not address the reasoning behind implementation. This study
addresses the gap by examining a small group of early childhood educators to see how
and why they choose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. This will add
to the discussion on quantity of technology used in early childhood settings by adding a
quality component when choosing technology activities.
To address this gap in literature, I will employ a qualitative research design. A
single descriptive case study approach will be used to discover how environmental and
social factors affect technology integration in early childhood classrooms. Chapter Three
will provide a detailed account of the research design as well as the researcher’s role.
Additionally, participant selection and instrumentation will be examined along with the
data collection and analysis procedures. Finally, trustworthiness and ethical issues will be
explored.
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Chapter 3: Research Method
The purpose of this study was to explore how and why early childhood teachers
chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. It addresses the types of
activities early childhood teachers use in their classrooms and what might influence their
choices. This chapter contains a description of the research design and the rationale used
in this study, specific role of the researcher, methodology used, population and sample,
instruments, data collection and analysis, and a discussion of trustworthiness and ethics
as they relate to this study.
Research Design and Rationale
In my research study, I explored how and why early childhood teachers chose
technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The following question addresses
the purpose of my study:
1. RQ1-Qualitative: What influences the decisions early childhood educators make
when choosing the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom?
This question was best answered by employing a qualitative research design.
Qualitative research is naturally objective and allows the phenomenon being studied to be
explored in its natural environment (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). Quantitative research
methods were rejected because they focus on the collection of data to explain
relationships and differences (Saunders et al., 2015), and I did not plan to quantify any
data or explore relationships between variables. I conducted my research in a single
school. Observing teachers in their own context and interacting in face-to-face situations
was very important while studying choices and influence; thus, a qualitative research
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design was necessary (see Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Likewise, multiple perspectives
were gleaned in order to create a bigger overall picture of the phenomenon being
studied—yet another characteristic of qualitative research (see Creswell & Creswell,
2017).
There are several types of qualitative research. Ethnography is a study of a culture
or social group (Saunders et al., 2015), but I was not planning to focus on one particular
culture or social group, and there were no anticipated cultural differences within this
study. Grounded theory seeks to uncover a theory from data and typically uses a large
amount of participants (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). Theory creation was not the goal of this
study, and a small number of participants were being explored; therefore, grounded
theory was not applicable to this research. Phenomenology was considered, but this
method of qualitative research uses long, in-depth interviews to understand the
subjective, lived experiences of participants. It is based on the idea that one single
experience can be interpreted differently by different people (Ravitch & Carl, 2017).
Because I was not seeking to describe a single experience, this method was eliminated.
A case study also examines phenomenon, but the phenomenon is investigated in
real-life settings with multiple sources of evidence (Yin, 2017). Because my research
question addressed the social phenomenon of teacher choices and influences, a case study
was the best qualitative approach (see Yin, 2017). A descriptive case study was used to
research the phenomenon. A descriptive case design explores participants’ world view
based on their experiences (Yin, 2017). It is also intentional and focuses on the
phenomenon while providing anecdotal records (Hesse-Biber, 2016; Padilla-Diaz, 2015).
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While there is research that indicates that both internal and external influences have an
impact on the amount of technology used in early childhood settings (Edwards, 2016;
Mustola et al., 2018; Quesenberry et al., 2016), there was little literature to explain how
these same influences have affected the types of technology activities chosen by early
childhood educators. A descriptive study design allowed an in-depth view of a small
group of people, thus presenting a rich depiction of how and why early childhood
teachers chose to integrate technology in their classrooms (see Yin, 2017).
Role of the Researcher
Because I was conducting a qualitative descriptive case study, my role in the
research was a very specific one. I became a data collection instrument. I took on an emic
role. That is, I was an insider who fully participated in the study and took an interpretivist
approach (see Hancock & Algozzine, 2016). Moreover, I was not an outsider because I
was conducting a research study within my own school; therefore, I had already formed
relationships with many of the participants although they were just peer-to-peer
relationships—not supervisory.
According to Creswell and Creswell (2017), biases and assumptions can affect
how data are collected, analyzed, and interpreted, and while these biases and assumptions
can cause negative outcomes for the research, they also have the power to raise the
researcher’s awareness and gain greater insight as the research is conducted. Admittedly,
I did have personal bias.
As an educator with over 20 years of experience in early childhood settings, and a
Master’s degree in Curriculum and Instruction with an emphasis on Educational
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Technology, I had developed a personal view of how I thought technology should be
embedded in early childhood classrooms. Also, because I was conducting research in my
own school setting, I was aware that I had forged professional relationships with all those
being studied. I did not have any supervisory power over any of the individuals being
studied, but this could have caused some bias in research. There was also an ethical issue
because I was conducting research within my own work place. This means I had to take
an insider approach to research where I was the researcher and also a professional in the
research community being studied. This could have interfered with my ability to be
neutral. The Institutional Review Board (IRB) was contacted for review, and I was
approved to research within my own school setting.
While conducting my research, I had to combat these issues by becoming more
aware of myself. One way I did this was keeping a journal throughout my study. Corbin
and Strauss (2015) explained that it is beneficial to start a journal at the beginning of the
research in order to reflect upon how biases and assumptions may impact the study. I
journaled throughout my research, noting my reactions during data collection so that I
could become conscious of the influences the participants and I had on each other—
especially because we were known to each other prior to the start of the study. Keeping
this journal enabled me to be a reflexive researcher (see Corbin & Strauss, 2015), and
reflexivity was vital when conducting qualitative research in order to ensure
trustworthiness (see Creswell & Creswell, 2017).
Another way I addressed these issues was to have participants review my
interpretations. Because I had professional relationships and these participants were from
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my own school, I might have included my own opinions in my analysis of the interviews
and questionnaire data. By allowing the participants to review my conclusions to see if
they were representative of their thoughts and beliefs, I ensured that I was not including
my personal views in the data collection (see Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Methodology
Participant Selection
After obtaining approval from the IRB, I obtained permission from the Southern
Peach School district as well as the principal of Southern Peach Elementary School.
Then, participants were selected. The participants for this study were eight early
childhood educators from Southern Peach Elementary School, two each from grades PreK through second grade. Specifically, participants were selected using a purposeful
sampling technique. According to Patton (2015), purposeful sampling is appropriate
when conducting an in-depth study for information-rich cases. This case study proved to
be information-rich as I sought to provide an explanation about a subject for which little
was known.
The specific type of purposeful sampling used was criterion: eight participants
were selected based on a set of criteria (see Patton, 2015); therefore, participants were
selected according to the following criteria: (a) Participants must have taught for at least
3 full years before the beginning of the study, and (b) participants must already be
integrating technology in their classrooms.
All teachers in grades Pre-K through second grade at Southern Peach Elementary
School were invited to participate through an email explaining the study (Appendix A). A
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consent form was attached. The first two teachers in each of the grades being studied and
who met the criteria and returned a signed consent form were chosen for the study.
Instrumentation
For this study, I collected data through questionnaires and recorded interviews.
Both of these instruments were researcher-designed. They were based upon background
literature and aligned with the research question.
A questionnaire (Appendix B) was first given to participants. This questionnaire
was one I developed based off of the literature review and aligned with the research
question. A qualitative questionnaire was appropriate for this study because deep insights
could be gained. By providing participants with a questionnaire, they could take more
time to collect their thoughts and develop their answers (see Charlotte & Hagström,
2017). According to Joo et al. (2018), early childhood educators are integrating
technology into their classrooms, but there is little research about what types of
technology activities they are integrating; therefore, the questionnaire asked questions
regarding the activities that early childhood educators were using in their classrooms.
Bandura (1997) discussed how both internal and external factors influenced decision
making, and it has been noted that these factors influence how often early childhood
educators integrate technology in the classroom (Edwards, 2016), but there was little
research to see if these factors contributed to the types of technology integrated. Because
of this, there were questions regarding both internal and external factors as they pertained
to technology integration. This gave a better insight into how and why early childhood
teachers chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction.
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For this study, I used an interview protocol I designed (Appendix C). This
interview protocol was semistructured and aligned to my research question. This protocol
was chosen to elicit meaningful data that pertained directly to the study (see CastilloMontoya, 2016). The interview questions further addressed the factors that influenced
technology integration (see Edwards, 2016), and they focused more on teacher
perspectives. Bandura (1997) observed that a person’s perspectives could influence their
actions. Similarly, Clements and Sarama (2016) noted that teachers’ perspectives could
influence the amount and types of technology they choose to integrate in the classrooms.
Both the questionnaire and interview questions demonstrated content validity.
They were closely related to the conceptual lens of the study and related literature,
including the gaps in research. They were also closely aligned with the research question
(see Ravitch & Carl, 2016). These factors further ensured that there were sufficient data
to answer the research question.
Procedures for Recruitment, Participation, and Data Collection
In order to conduct this case study, I followed specific procedures for recruitment,
participation, and data collection. The procedures I followed are explained in the
following subsections.
Recruitment and Informed Consent
To begin my recruitment process, I had to first gain IRB approval and then
approval from the Southern Peach School District. Then, I contacted the principal of
Southern Peach Elementary School to explain the purpose of my study. I asked that the
principal provide me with a signed letter of cooperation stating the willingness of
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Southern Peach Elementary School to be my research partner. Upon obtaining the
permission of the principal, I emailed all teachers in grades PreK through second grade
describing the study (Appendix A). An informed consent form was attached to the email
further explaining the details of the study. Teachers were asked to print, sign, and return
the informed consent form if they agreed to the study.
Participation
For this case study, I chose the first two teachers in grades pre-K through second
grade who met the criteria and returned the signed consent forms. To avoid classroom
disruptions, I emailed these teachers upon selection to participate in the study. Also, I
used email to set up interview times and provide the interview’s location.
Data Collection
I collected data from multiple sources. The first source was questionnaires. The
questionnaire (Appendix B) was sent through Google Forms so that participants could
answer electronically, at their own convenience, and in the setting of their choice.
Individual interviews with the selected participants were also conducted. Room selection
for the interview was at the discretion of the principal. Each participant took part in one
interview lasting approximately 45 minutes. An interview protocol (Appendix C) was
created to conduct the interviews. At the beginning of the interview, I provided the
participants with a copy of the interview questions and gave them some time to compose
their thoughts for their answers. The interviews were digitally recorded with a device that
had been previously tested.
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Another source of data used in this study was field notes taken during the
interviews. While I was recording the interviews, at times there was additional
information that I needed to remember that might not be noticeable during the recordings.
Field notes taken during interviews were useful in reminding me of this information (see
Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Upon the completion of interviews, I debriefed the participants. This allowed the
participants to ask me any questions they wished about the study and express any
concerns they may have had. I told the participants that I would notify them within a
week if a follow-up interview was needed or if any clarifications were needed for any
information.
Data Analysis and Results
The questionnaire consisted of six open-ended questions all related to the research
question. Each question from the questionnaire was analyzed using a coding cycle that
employed first and second cycle coding. At the first cycle, I primarily employed
elemental methods. Saldaña (2015) suggests using descriptive, process, and initial coding
to address research questions that address perspectives of participants. By choosing these
types of coding, I could ensure that the data analysis was aligned with the research
question. After the first cycle coding was completed, second cycle pattern coding was
utilized (see Saldaña, 2015) to see if relationships existed between the first cycle codes.
These codes were recorded in Google Sheets, so that themes could be easily recognized,
and while I did not plan to delete discrepant cases because they could possibly motivate
rethinking codes and/or themes, there were none (Saldaña, 2015).
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Interviews were digitally recorded and then transcribed in Google Docs. Then,
like the questionnaires, they were coded using first and second cycle coding, using
elemental methods (see Saldaña, 2015) to address Research Question 1. Themes were
developed from the transcriptions for the research question. As with the questionnaires,
discrepant cases were not to be ignored in order to rethink themes if necessary (Saldaña,
2015); however there were no discrepant cases.
After reviewing the transcripts of the interviews and engaging in the coding
cycles, I reviewed my field notes taken during the interview process. I cross-referenced
the field notes with the interview transcripts to validate the date from the interviews and
the themes that had emerged from the coding cycles (see Saldaña, 2015) to validate the
data from the interviews and gain a deeper understanding of technology integration.
Trustworthiness
Qualitative research should be credible, transferable, dependable, and
confirmable. There are different ways to achieve trustworthiness. They include
triangulation, audit trials, peer debriefing, and prolonged engagement (Ravitch & Carl,
2016). For my study, I triangulated data using multiple sources of data: questionnaires,
interviews, and field notes. Also, I conducted member checks from participants in the
study.
Credibility
Credibility is a critical aspect pertaining to the trustworthiness of qualitative
research. Essentially, credibility refers to the truthfulness of the data and the
interpretations of the researcher (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). In order to establish credibility,
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triangulation was used. Triangulation involves obtaining and analyzing multiple sources
of data (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). By analyzing the questionnaires, interviews, and field
notes from interviews, I could triangulate the data and provide rich descriptions of the
data. Additionally, member checks were utilized to aid in credibility. Member checks
involve having participants review the findings and interpretations of the researcher and
allowing them to verify the accuracy of the conclusions (Creswell & Poth, 2017). To
conduct my own member checks, I provided participants with the findings of my study
and allowed them to determine if their thoughts and experiences were accurately
identified.
Transferability
A research study’s transferability is based on how well it can be applied to other
settings or groups (Ravitch & Carl, 2016). To ensure transferability, the researcher must
provide rich descriptions (Creswell & Poth, 2017). For my study, I conveyed detailed
descriptions about the participants, contexts, and procedures so that another researcher
would be able to use my findings to conduct more research. These in-depth descriptions
will allow researchers to compare my study to others and find similarities in the research
questions, populations, and setting (Ravitch & Carl, 2016).
Dependability
When a study is dependable, the results of the study would be stable over time
(Ravitch & Carl, 2016). For this study, I used multiple data sources to triangulate data.
Triangulation is a way to ensure dependability (Creswell & Poth, 2017). Another way to
achieve dependability is through a code-recode strategy (Saldaña, 2015). By using both
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first and second cycle coding, I could increase the dependability of my study. Limiting
bias is another way to confirm dependability, and I used reflexivity to assure this (see
Ravitch & Carl, 2016). I kept a reflexive journal throughout the study where I made my
own notes about my feelings during the study. This was necessary since I was
researching in my own work environment.
Confirmability
Confirmability is simply the objectiveness of the research (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). Confirmability was established by keeping a reflexive journal (see Ravitch & Carl,
2016). As discussed earlier, by keeping a reflexive journal, I could make note of my own
personal experiences throughout the study and read and reread it to make sure that I was
not letting my own beliefs and experiences impact the research.
Ethical Procedures
Because my study involved human participants, ethical procedures had to be
taken into consideration. Furthermore, ethics was addressed throughout the study—from
the creation of the study down to the interpretation of the results (see Dooly et al., 2017).
There were many steps I took to ensure my study was ethical.
The first step I took was to obtain approval to conduct this study from the IRB at
Walden University. I received IRB approval on June 26, 2020, approval number 06-2620-0351429. Before beginning my study, I obtained informed consent from all
participants. As noted in the informed consent, I used codes instead of names. This
established a sense of confidentiality.

48
When I conducted interviews, I made sure that I was conducting the interviews at
times that were convenient for the participants. Also, after digitally recording the
interviews, I made sure they were password protected on my computer—another
assurance of confidentiality. Then, after my dissertation is approved, I plan to keep all the
data for five years as mandated by Walden University.
Summary
In summation, my research design was a descriptive single case study. The choice
for this type of qualitative study aligned with both the research question and conceptual
framework of the study. Additionally, my role was that of a data collector. In terms of
methodology, I conducted interviews and collected data from classroom observations and
lesson plan analysis from a purposeful sample of early childhood educators at one school.
The data was analyzed with both first and second cycle coding. All of these components
were in alignment with the purpose and research question of the study.
Chapter 4 will include the results of this study. Additionally, it will describe the
setting of the study. Data collection and data analysis strategies will also be discussed.
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Chapter 4: Results
The purpose of this study was to explore how and why early childhood teachers
chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction because technology was not
always being implemented in meaningful ways. The objective was to address the types of
activities early childhood teachers used in their classrooms as well as explore what might
influence their choices. In Chapter 4, I discuss the findings of the study after reviewing
the data collection and analysis procedures.
My data analysis was guided by the following research question:
1. RQ1-Qualitative: What influences the decisions early childhood educators make
when choosing the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom?
Setting
Eight participants were selected from the Southern Peach School District. Two
early childhood educators from each of the grades Pre-K through second grade were
chosen to complete questionnaires and interviews. Participants responded with interest to
participate in this study by replying to an email explaining the study. An informed
consent was attached to the email that participants completed online. Follow-up emails
were sent to participants who were selected, and interviews were scheduled. Then,
questionnaires were emailed to the eight participants. While initially interviews were
planned to take place in rooms of the principal’s choosing at the elementary school, due
to COVID-19 school shut-downs, interviews were held online using Google Meets, and
the interviews were recorded. Once all the interviews were conducted, I provided
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participants with the findings of my study and allowed them to determine if their thoughts
and experiences were accurately identified.
Demographics
Eight individuals participated in this study. In order to ensure confidentiality, all
participants were assigned a participant number. Demographic information is displayed
in Table 1.
Table 1
Participant Demographics
Participant number

Current grade level

Years taught

P1

PreK

3

P2

PreK

32

P3

Kindergarten

8

P4

Kindergarten

4

P5

1st

17

P6

1st

11

P7

2nd

21

P8

2nd

13

As Table 1 shows, participants had varying years of teaching experience. Three
participants had less than 10 years of teaching experience, five participants had over 10
years of teaching experience, with one participant having over 30 years in the teaching
profession.
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Data Collection
Data were collected through questionnaires and interviews. Participants were sent
a link to a questionnaire (Appendix B) through Google Forms. Questions were openended, and participants could give as little or as much detail as they desired. After
completing a questionnaire, participants took part in interviews through the Google Meets
platform. As previously stated, interviews were originally supposed to be face-to-face
interviews that were to be conducted in rooms of the principal’s choosing at the school;
however, due to the COVID-19 pandemic and school closures, interviews were
conducted virtually. Interviews were conducted at times convenient to the participants
and lasted no longer than 45 minutes. During the interviews, an interview protocol was
used that encouraged open-ended responses that allowed participants to share their
thoughts, feelings, and experiences with the research topic. After interviews were
completed, the recorded Google Meet mp4 files were converted to audio files, and
Google’s Speech-to-Text extension was used to transcribe the audio. Interviews took
place from July 24, 2020 to July 31, 2020. Two days prior to each interview, I sent a copy
of the interview questions (Appendix C) to the participants.
I began each interview by asking the participant for their consent to record the
Google Meet interview. After their agreement, I started the recording and tried to build a
rapport with the participants. Then, I provided an explanation of the study and thanked
the participants for their time and being available to meet virtually due to the COVID-19
pandemic. The participants were then asked the questions from the researcher-designed
interview protocol (see Appendix C). At the conclusion of each interview, I thanked each
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participant for their time and explained that I would email the findings of my study and
allow them to determine if their thoughts and experiences were accurately identified.
After each interview was completed, I used Zamzar online file conversion to
convert the Google Meets video file to an audio file. Then, I used the Google Speech-toText extension to transcribe the interviews and saved them to my password protected
computer. Each interview took approximately 45 minutes. The only variations in the data
collection process from the plan presented in Chapter 3 were that the interviews were not
conducted in classrooms at the school. Instead, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, they
were conducted virtually using Google Meets. Also, I had planned to give the participants
a copy of the questions at the beginning of the interview, but due to the change in
interview setting, a hard copy was not given, and participants were emailed the interview
questions prior to their scheduled time. There were no unusual circumstances
encountered in the data collection process.
Data Analysis
Coding Process
Saldaña (2015) indicated that using descriptive, process, and initial coding to
address research questions that describe the perspectives of participants was necessary to
properly analyze the data from a research study. For this study, the data came from two
sources—questionnaires and teachers’ interviews. Additionally, field notes I took during
interviews were analyzed to triangulate the data. After I collected the data, they had to be
analyzed in order to gain an understanding of why early childhood teachers chose
technology activities to integrate into their instruction.

53
Analysis of Questionnaires
Participants in the study were each given a questionnaire with six open-ended
questions all related to the research question (Appendix B). After all participants
completed the questionnaires, I began a coding cycle that used first and second cycle
coding, primarily focusing on elemental methods. This means that I approached the
coding by focusing on basic filters. I focused on concepts, phrases, and descriptions—
often using the words of the participants (see Saldaña, 2015). This coding style was
chosen to make sure that the data were aligned with the research question, and as I began
my coding, I reviewed the research question and purpose to make sure that I could relate
the codes to the intended study.
I began my first cycle coding by printing the questionnaire data and highlighting
phrases in the answers of each question for each participant. These highlighted data were
then coded to categorize the data. While specific software created for data analysis can be
used, I chose a more manual method that was assisted by computer. When completing my
coding, I created a spreadsheet in Google Sheets to log my codes.
For this first cycle, coding of the questionnaires focused on elemental coding. The
specific style I focused on was in vivo coding. Saldaña (2015) suggested using in vivo
during a first read of the data because this coding focuses on the participants’ actual
words and creates a good summary of the data being studied. As Saldaña suggested, I
then took those codes and created grouped coding categories based on common elements.
After the in vivo coding was complete, I began second cycle pattern coding for
each question of the questionnaire. Saldaña (2015) suggested this to see if relationships
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existed between the first cycle codes. The codes from second cycle coding were recorded
in Google Sheets, and I was able to determine themes. As noted earlier, there was a plan
to not delete discrepant cases because they could possibly motivate rethinking codes
and/or themes (see Saldaña, 2015), but there were no discrepant cases. The codes that
emerged from the questionnaires were:


limited student technology use



displaying material



ease of use



computer lab schedule



distance learning



professional development



daily smartboard usage



computer programs



time needed



Google classroom



lack of training



self-efficacy

Analysis of Interviews
To analyze the interviews, I took the same approach of first and second cycle
coding. As I did with the questionnaires, I began with first cycle coding, focusing on in
vivo coding. Again, this allowed me to focus on the actual words of the participants so
that I could get a good summary of the data. Then I used descriptive coding to break
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down the data into parts and more closely examine them (see Saldaña, 2015). After this, I
engaged in second cycle coding to categorize the data into smaller themes. The codes that
emerged were:


developmental appropriateness



daily smartboard use



document camera usage



technology to present lessons



distance learning



activities that require little planning



student achievement



administrative support



self-efficacy



higher order thinking



excess screen time



over stimulation



encourages creativity



fine motor skills



time management



activities that do not require advanced knowledge/skills



technology cannot replace the teacher



computer programs



displaying information
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Google applications



student engagement



student motivation



lack of professional development



instructional support



little preparation



digital play



students easily distracted



little knowledge about proper integration



passive learning



preparation for the future



collaboration



teacher directed activities
Results
The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore how and why early childhood

teachers choose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The data were
collected and analyzed to answer the following research question:
1. RQ1-Qualitative: What influences the decisions early childhood educators make
when choosing the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom?
There were eight participants in the study. They consisted of two teachers from each
grade PreK-2nd grade. Each participant took part in a questionnaire and an individual
interview. Each of the interviews took 45 minutes or less and was recorded. Based on the
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data analysis from interviews and questionnaires, codes and themes emerged. I was then
able to take these codes and group theme into related categories or themes (see Saldaña,
2015). They are as follows:


teacher perceptions of technology integration



teacher self-efficacy



external barriers to technology integration



benefits of technology integration



technology as a means to present lessons



distance learning challenges

Theme 1: Teacher Perceptions of Technology Integration
This theme was about the perceptions participants had formed about technology
integration in early childhood classrooms. This theme was mentioned by participants in
both data sources: questionnaires and interviews. The perceptions of the participants were
varied; yet, all eight participants felt there was value in using technology in early
childhood classrooms since technology is rampantly used in everyday life. P3 stated, “We
have to use technology with these kids in school because they are using it everywhere
else”. Every participant mentioned how their students have access to some device
whether it is a parent’s cell phone, a laptop, or a tablet.
Another common perception from teachers was that there were benefits to using
technology in the classroom. Each one stated that their students’ favorite center rotation
was the computer center. Seven of the eight participants said their students only used the
four classroom computers for the completion of the computer programs LexiaCore5 and
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iLearn which are subscriptions that the system pays for and which data is used for during
Response to Intervention. P7 indicated that she also used the classroom computers for the
computer programs, and additionally, she allowed students to type their spelling words
and listen to leveled readers through the online reading curriculum Wonders website.
All eight participants mentioned the idea that technology cannot replace teachers.
Each participant brought up their experience with distance learning since the COVID-19
pandemic began, and their school closed on March 13, 2020. They discussed their
frustration in trying to put lessons in Google Classroom (which will also be discussed in
Theme 6), and how the personal element was gone from teaching during these months.
P6 stated, “I recorded myself reading books aloud, but it wasn’t the same. They couldn’t
interact with me the way they could have if they were sitting right in front of me.” Six of
the eight participants mentioned that even having live, asynchronous meetings with their
children was futile. These participants felt the students were not engaged with the teacher
like they would be in face-to-face teaching. All teachers mentioned presenting
information to students during distance learning. P4 mentioned that sharing slideshows
with students was not the same as teaching especially since in these grades “children are
learning to read, and they cannot read slideshows.”
Another common perception is that technology integration in early childhood
classrooms is not always developmentally appropriate. In fact, all eight participants
mentioned the words “developmentally appropriate” in their interviews. P5 wondered if
the computer programs they were mandated to use by the school system were even
developmentally appropriate. P1 and P2, both PreK teachers mentioned that most
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activities done in the school with computers were not developmentally appropriate, and
P1 even mentioned that this is why it was difficult to teach digitally during the school
shut down. P4, P6, and P8 discussed how children at these ages need to be working
together and how technology integration often hinders collaboration. Digital play was
mentioned by several of the participants, but it was mainly to question how students were
supposed to actually “play” with technology. P2 discussed the importance of actual play
and disclosed that she thought technology might actually take away from the playtime
which was a needed activity in early childhood classrooms.
Theme 2: Teacher Self-Efficacy
This theme dealt with the participants beliefs about their own ability to integrate
technology in the classroom. Question 6 on the questionnaire asked, “If there are
technology activities that you would like to use but do not, what do you think is
preventing you from using these activities in your classroom?” Each of the eight
participants indicated that the thing that was preventing them was that they simply did not
know how.
While the school system is a Google Reference District that has been recognized
for its efforts in utilizing G Suite for Education applications across the district and has a
multitude of 1:1 Chromebook classes, at Southern Peach School District, none of these
1:1 classrooms are in grades PreK-2nd grade. Because of this fact, the participants feel
their ability to integrate technology is less compared to their counterparts in the
remaining grades in the school—grades three through five. In the interview, when asked
question five concerning what motivates her to use technology, P8 stated, “I just don’t
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actually feel motivated to use it at all because I’m not confident using technology. I don’t
think I know how to show my kids how to use it, so I just don’t.”
All participants mentioned that while they feel confident in using technology on a
personal basis, they are not comfortable using it with their students. Besides the school
prescribed computer programs, they cannot figure out how to make it work in their
classrooms. P5 shared, “I hear about the teachers on the other side of the school building
(grades 3-5) using all this technology in the classroom and hear about their kids making
presentations and videos, but I don’t have a clue how I would do that with my students.”
While they all feel competent using technology for organization and personal tasks, they
do not feel competent having their students use the technology for instructional tasks.
Theme 3: External Barriers to Technology Integration
This theme dealt with the external barriers to technology integration for the
participants at Southern Peach School District. Question 6 on the questionnaire asked, “If
there are technology activities that you would like to use but do not, what do you think is
preventing you from using these activities in your classroom?” This question, in
conjunction with the interviews, created a list of external barriers that are influencing the
integration of technology in Pre-K through 2nd grade classrooms at Southern Peach
School District. The external barriers are lack of access and lack of training.
Every single participant mentioned that they do not have enough devices to
integrate technology beyond using them as a center for school mandated computer
programs. As mentioned earlier, the school system has a 1:1 Chromebook initiative, and
none of these participants are in this project. Three participants mentioned that they
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applied but were denied entrance into the project, and each of these participants noted
that they felt their application might have been lacking because they had only ever had
three or four computers in their classroom at a time, so they did not have the knowledge
to adequately complete the application for the initiative. This directly relates to the next
external barrier—lack of training.
When asked Question 9 during the interview, “Do you perceive yourself to be
knowledgeable about proper integration of technology in early childhood classrooms?”
all eight participants answered with a resounding “No!” Each said they have not had
much training in integrating technology in the classrooms. Several mentioned their
computer courses during college, and two mentioned Teachers Teaching Teachers, a set
of trainings that occurs at the school system level occasionally. Teachers are given a
menu and allowed to choose three sessions to attend that are led by their colleagues. P2
stated, “Sometimes, there are technology related activities, but most of the time, I don’t
think they pertain to my class, and if they do, they don’t last long enough to learn
anything substantial”. P2 mentioned that there is little to no professional development
anymore because there is no room in the budget.
Theme 4: Benefits of Technology Integration
This theme dealt with the perceived benefits of technology by the participants in
the study. Questions three, five, and seven from the interview protocol elicited responses
from the participants that made it clear that even if they are not fully utilizing technology
to its greatest potential in their classrooms, all participants are aware of the benefits.
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P1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 noted technology’s ability to engage all students—even the
youngest ones. While they are not using it like they would like, they know that their
students are using technology in some form at home. P1 noted, “My kids talk about using
iPads and phones at home. I know they are on them all the time, and they play games and
stuff on them. I wish I could engage them like those things do.”
P1, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 mentioned that technology can enhance students’ creativity.
They discussed programs that allow students to draw and create, and all of these
participants mentioned seeing the products of the older students in the school who
participate in the 1:1 initiative. “The stuff these kids come up with. I see it all over our
school’s FaceBook page and on the monitors in the lunchroom. It’s fantastic. So creative!
I wish my kids could do that.”
Increases in reading and writing were named as a benefit by P1, 2, 3, 5, and 8.
Several of the participants mentioned that they had noticed that the older students in the
initiative could read on their Chromebooks and respond electronically. They felt this
allowed them to read more than their peers who were just reading books they checked out
from the media center. As for writing, P5 stated, “I’ve talked with the teachers in the
upper grades during vertical alignment meetings, and it seems that these kids write more
when they get to type them.” P2 noted, “It’s important that these kids use technology
when writing. They are going to be using it for their rest of their lives to write papers.”
Theme 5: Technology as a Means to Present Lessons
Theme 5 dealt with the main way each of the participants integrates technology in
their classrooms—by using it to present lessons. Question 2 on the questionnaire and
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question 4 on the interview protocol prompted all participants to state that the main way
they used technology was to present lessons to their students. They cited displaying
websites on the board, playing music videos with lyrics, and using slideshow applications
to present instructional lessons. They also named the SmartBoard as being a tool that was
useful. They all prefer to write on it rather than the whiteboard, mainly because the
SmartBoard is attached to their whiteboards and takes up much of the space.
Theme 6: Distance Learning Challenges
Theme 6 dealt with the distance learning challenges these participants
experienced as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. While this study was planned before
the pandemic, interviews took place four months after schools shut down on March 13,
2020, and all school systems in the state of Georgia were shut down. Southern Peach
School District chose to continue school virtually and provide packets of instruction for
those students with no internet access. Participants discussed their frustration with
distance learning and the pandemic when asked Questions 6, 8, and 9.
Each of the participants mentioned that when the pandemic began and they were
forced to go to distance learning, they had no knowledge of how to teach virtually. While
the school is part of a Google Reference District, and all the 1:11 Chromebook classes
have created Google Classrooms, none of these participants had ever even created a
Google Classroom. In fact, they all had trouble when first trying to create one in March
because their students were not given rights to Google Classroom. “The administrator
had never opened up the option for Google Classroom for students in grades PreK
through second grades because none of us had Chromebooks. We didn’t need Google
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Classroom.” Four of the participants noted that they had to email the helpdesk (the
school’s technology aid request) multiple times before they could even get their students
added. Six of the participants said they called or video chatted a colleague in an upper
grade to get help with setting up their classrooms.
Even after they set up their Google Classrooms, all the participants still said they
had very little idea about how to get started with distance learning. In fact each of the
eight participants used the word “clueless” to describe their thoughts when beginning to
teach virtually. Most of the participants mentioned uploading videos they had found
online of storybooks being read aloud. P6 stated, “I wanted to create lessons that were
engaging and kept the children learning, but I didn’t know how. I didn’t know where to
begin.” P1 said, “I really think if I knew how to do all this technology stuff, my kids
wouldn’t have suffered when corona shut down the schools. I didn’t know what to do.”
Each of the eight participants admitted to not taking any grades. One reason cited
was that students were not being provided with adequate instruction to learn material, so
the participants did not feel it was appropriate to take grades. Another was that students
were not completing the assignments because they did not know how to use the
applications, and neither did their parents or guardians. The greatest reason given was
that the participants were simply not knowledgeable enough to even know how to take
grades from the applications.
All of the participants mentioned that a human element was missing from virtual
learning, and they all tried to have virtual meetings with their students. This was
problematic because the teachers had never used the application to have meetings, there
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was no training provided to teachers in order to have the meetings, students were
unfamiliar with the application for the meetings, and students did not attend the meetings.
The concluding thought from every single one of the participants was that if
school returned to normal and went back face-to-face during the pandemic, they would
like to be included in the 1:1 Chromebook Initiative. They all felt like the pandemic
would last longer and there might be times when the school would have to return to
virtual learning, and they wanted to be prepared as well as prepare their students.
Evidence of Trustworthiness
Qualitative studies must maintain trustworthiness. To do so, they have to
demonstrate credibility, ensure the study is transferable, sustain dependability, and
uphold confirmability. There is evidence that this study is trustworthy and meets all these
criteria.
Credibility
This qualitative study used triangulation to ensure credibility. I used
questionnaires, interviews, and field notes from interviews to triangulate the data. Eight
interviews were conducted, and they were recorded and transcribed to make sure they
were valid and credible sources. Additionally, I conducted member checks by providing
participants with the findings of my study, and I allowed them to determine if their
thoughts and experiences were accurately identified. All participants indicated that my
findings accurately portrayed their perspectives.
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Transferability
For my study, I demonstrated transferability by providing rich descriptions about
the participants, contexts, and procedures so that another researcher would be able to use
my findings to conduct more research. I created these in-depth descriptions by collecting
a variety of data through researcher-designed questionnaires and semistructured
interviews. I transcribed the data and analyzed it through first and second cycle coding
using elemental methods including descriptive, process, and initial coding. The rich data
provided from this ensures that researchers will be able to compare my study to others
and find similarities in the research questions, populations, and setting.
Dependability
To make sure my study was dependable, I used data from questionnaires,
interviews, and field notes to triangulate data. I also used a code-recode strategy (see
Saldaña, 2015), using both first and second cycle coding. To limit bias, I kept a reflexive
journal throughout the study. I made my own notes about my feelings during the study
because I was researching my own work environment and did not want to put my
personal feelings in the study.
Confirmability
I needed to maintain confirmability so that my study would be objective. In order
to establish confirmability, I kept a reflexive journal. This allowed me to make note of
my own personal experiences throughout the study and read and reread it to make sure
that I was not letting my own beliefs and experiences impact the research. Keeping this
journal made me very cognizant of my personal beliefs and allowed me to keep a very
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objective view which was sometimes difficult because I was conducting research in my
own school.
Summary
The purpose of my study was to explore how and why early childhood teachers
chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The research question for
this study was: What influences the decisions early childhood educators make when
choosing the types of technology activities to integrate in the classroom? Six themes
about technology integration in early childhood education arose from this study. They
were as follows:


teacher perceptions of technology integration



teacher self-efficacy



external barriers to technology integration



benefits of technology integration



technology as a means to present lessons



distance learning challenges

Each of these themes related to the participants’ experiences with incorporating
technology in early childhood settings.
In Chapter 5, I will reiterate the purpose and nature of the study. Additionally, I
will discuss why the study was conducted and interpret the findings. Key findings will be
compared to the literature review and conceptual framework. Limitations of the study,
recommendations for future research, and implications for social change will also be
discussed.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusions, and Recommendations
The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate how and why early
childhood teachers chose technology activities to integrate into their instruction and to
explore their perspectives and beliefs related to technology. I researched eight early
childhood educators at the Southern Peach School District. I collected data through
researcher-designed questionnaires and recorded interviews, both which were created by
using background literature and aligned with the research question. A review of the
literature revealed that while there is much research about the benefits of technology
integration in early childhood classrooms, there was little research about how and why
early childhood educators chose technology activities to incorporate in their classrooms.
Accordingly, a gap in research was created regarding the factors that affect the choices of
technology instructional activities that early childhood teachers use with their students. A
study was needed on what influenced the decisions early childhood educators made when
choosing the types of technology activities to integrate into their classrooms.
Data from the questionnaires and interviews were analyzed using first and second
cycle coding, and six key themes emerged from this study. These themes were necessary
to the key findings for the research question: What influences the decisions early
childhood educators make when choosing the types of technology activities to integrate
in the classroom? Based on the data and themes, there are several key findings for this
study. They are as follows: (a) Early childhood educators choose technology activities
based on the perceived benefits of integrating technology in the classroom, (b) early
childhood teachers often do not integrate technology activities in the classroom because
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they do not feel they are always developmentally appropriate, (c) choices in technology
integration in early childhood classrooms are affected by the self-efficacy beliefs of early
childhood teachers, (d) external barriers affect the types of technology integrated in early
childhood classrooms, and (e) early childhood teachers often do not integrate technology
because they feel that it cannot replace the human element of teaching and should only be
used to supplement the curriculum.
Interpretations of the Findings
Analyzing the data from the interviews and questionnaires produced six themes.
From these six themes, key findings for this study were developed. They are as follows:
(a) Early childhood teachers often do not integrate technology because they feel that it
cannot replace the human element of teaching and should only be used to supplement the
curriculum, (b) early childhood teachers often do not integrate technology activities in the
classroom because they do not feel they are always developmentally appropriate, (c)
choices in technology integration in early childhood classrooms are affected by the selfefficacy beliefs of early childhood teachers, (d) external barriers affect the types of
technology integrated in early childhood classrooms, and (e) early childhood educators
choose technology activities based on the perceived benefits of integrating technology in
the classroom.
Benefits of Technology Integration
Technology is often integrated in classrooms largely due to its increasing use in
everyday life (Hur et al. 2017; Neokleous, 2019). Even if this is a large reason why there
is more technology in the classroom, the benefits of technology integration in classrooms
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include increased student achievement (Hur et al, 2017; McDermott & Gormley, 2016;
Rashid & Asghar, 2016; Tawafak et al., 2019; Zhuang & Xiao, 2018), greater student
motivation (Retalis et al., 2018), and improved communication (McKnight et al., 2016;
Xiong, 2019).
Increased Student Achievement
Over the past 20 years, much research has been conducted to quantify student
achievement levels when integrating technology in the classroom. A considerable amount
of research exists that indicates that technology has the ability to aid in increased student
achievement levels (Dunn & Kennedy, 2019; Huang & Lin, 2017; Ige & Hlalele,
2017;Lin, 2019; Rashid & Asghar, 2016). This research demonstrates that using
technology in the classroom can help increase achievement in all academic subjects (see
Xiong, 2019). When measuring nontechnology users to those who use technology, those
using technology have higher overall grade point average standardized test scores
(Rashid & Asghar, 2016). While most of this research on student achievement as it
relates to technology integration is generalized to secondary education, there is research
that exists that demonstrates that technology integration by early childhood educators has
a positive impact on the achievement levels of early childhood students (Safar et al.,
2017; Thangamani & Eu, 2019).
The findings of this study confirmed the ability of technology to increase student
achievement levels of early childhood students. Data from the interviews suggested that
technology integration activities chosen by early childhood teachers increases reading
scores because the students have a wider variety of reading material at their fingertips

71
when using electronic devices. According to the participants, a wider variety of reading
material affects the amount of daily reading of the students, which in turn increases their
overall reading achievement. Another area of increased student achievement noted by the
early childhood educators at Southern Peach School District was in writing skills. Data
from the interviews correlated with the study conducted by Williams and Bean (2019)
that discovered when using technology in the classroom when writing, students’ amount
of writing increased as well as their overall writing composition skills.
Increased Student Motivation
Students in today’s classrooms are classified as digital natives because they have
grown up using technology in all areas of their daily lives. Researchers have concluded
that this is a large reason why technology integration in classrooms increases student
motivation (List, 2019; Shtepura, 2018). Again, while most of this research has been
conducted with secondary students, research exists to prove that technology integration
activities are chosen by early childhood educators when they perceive them to cause an
increase in motivation among early childhood students (Miller, 2018; Ozturk & Ohi,
2018).
Data from this study confirmed that early childhood educators feel that
technology is beneficial because students are digital natives. Participants noted that
technology is being used by their students on a regular basis in their daily lives, and
because of this, they feel it is necessary to use technology to some degree in their
classrooms. Participants’ responses were aligned with Miller’s (2018) research that
showed that when early childhood students used technology to complete assignments,
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they were more engaged and motivated to complete the assignments. This motivation
affects the kinds and types of technology that early childhood educators choose to
integrate in their classrooms.
Improved Communication
Improved communication is another benefit of technology integration in
classrooms. Technology can encourage positive social interactions by allowing
collaboration and group work. It also makes students more proficient with discussion
skills (Domingo & Gargante, 2016; McKnight et al., 2016). When teachers use
technology in the classroom, students can learn social norms and learn how to resolve
conflicts (Berson et al., 2019). Additionally, technology integration in the classroom
improves teacher-student communication (McKnight et al., 2016), which has also been
seen even in early childhood settings (Gennari et al., 2020).
The research from the literature review noted that technology could increase
communication skills because it encourages collaboration (Domingo & Gargante, 2016;
McKnight et al., 2016); however, the findings of this study did not confirm this. In fact,
data from this study indicated that technology usage in early childhood settings actually
discouraged collaboration. Participants felt like early childhood students could not
effectively communicate using technology, and this hindered collaboration. Likewise, the
findings from Gennari et al. (2020) could not be confirmed. They proved that teacherstudent communication could be improved by using technology in early childhood
settings, but participants in this study found technology usage to interfere with their
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communication with their students. In fact, during the pandemic, the teachers found it
almost impossible to effectively communicate with their young students.
Encourages Creativity
Some studies have shown that technology integration in early childhood
classrooms can encourage creativity (Magen-Nagar et al., 2019; Miller, 2018). This case
study extended that knowledge base. According to the data, early childhood teachers
perceive creativity as a benefit of technology integration and would like to integrate more
activities in their classrooms to encourage such creativity.
Developmental Appropriateness
According to the literature review, many early childhood educators do not feel
that technology integration in classrooms is developmentally appropriate because it does
not fit in with a play-based pedagogy (Edwards, 2016). In fact, Aldhafeeri et al. (2016)
concluded that 77% of early childhood educators felt this. This case study confirmed this
perception. Each participant in this study stated that technology in early childhood
classrooms was often not developmentally appropriate. This developmental
inappropriateness caused a digital divide during school closures necessitated from the
COVID-19 pandemic. Young students were simply incapable of manipulating the
technology needed to complete assignments. This perception of developmental
inappropriateness influences the amount and types of technology integration early
childhood teachers choose for their classrooms.
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Self-Efficacy Beliefs of Early Childhood Educators
This study was centered upon Bandura’s (1977) social cognition theory. This
theory, which is often used in educational settings, focuses on how the environment,
one’s own emotions, and cognition can influence a person’s behavior (Bandura, 1977).
One component of this theory is the idea that individuals create a belief system about
their own abilities based on both planning and motivation (Bandura, 1997). Selfreflection is one way individuals create this belief system. Individuals think about their
thought processes and change their behaviors and actions based on their own thinking.
Self-efficacy is one type of self-reflection in which individual’s perceptions of their
abilities and characteristics direct thought processes. Self-efficacy is affected by failures,
accomplishments, and comparing self to peers (Bandura, 1986, 1997).
While there is much research that has indicated that internal barriers affect the
amount of technology usage made by teachers, there is little literature to describe how it
affects the technology activities educators choose. There is an even a smaller amount of
literature to describe how or if self-efficacy beliefs have an impact on technology
integration, specifically in early childhood settings.
The data from this case study extend the body of literature about self-efficacy
beliefs of teachers and how they correlate to technology integration in early childhood
classrooms. Specifically data from the questionnaires showed that early childhood
educators are not integrating certain technology activities because they have limiting selfefficacy beliefs. They are using technology as a means of presentation and to use
prescribed computer programs mandated by the school system. Their self-efficacy is
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affected because of comparison to peers. Early childhood teachers do not have the
training necessary to integrate certain activities in their classrooms and are comparing
themselves to their counterparts in the upper elementary grades within the same school.
Inability to effectively use certain technology activities that require early childhood
students to create products with technology or demonstrate higher order thinking skills
are not being integrated because of the early childhood teachers’ beliefs about their own
abilities to use the same technology.
External Barriers
The literature review in Chapter 2 concluded that oftentimes teachers did not
integrate certain technology activities due to external barriers. External barriers are
factors outside the teacher’s control. According to the current body of research the most
common external factors that influence technology integration in classrooms are lack of
access, lack of training, and lack of administrative support (Arikan et al., 2017;
Vongkulluksn et al., 2018).
Lack of Access
Compared to upper elementary, middle, and secondary education, the ratio of
technological devices to students is so low that early childhood educators are limited on
the amount and types of technology activities that can be integrated in early childhood
classrooms (Simard & Karsenti, 2016; Singhavi & Basargekar, 2019; Vongkulluksn et
al., 2018). This lack of access was confirmed by this case study.
While the district being studied is part of a Google Reference District, and most
classrooms within all three schools in the district are 1:1 Chromebook classrooms, no
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early childhood classrooms in Southern Peach School District are part of this initiative,
and—at most—each early childhood classroom has only four computers. This data
suggests that early childhood teachers choose or do not choose technology activities to
integrate in their classrooms largely due to lack of access.
Lack of Training
A lack of training is another external barrier that prevents teachers from
implementing technology activities in their classrooms (Lan et al., 2015; Riojas-Cortez et
al., 2019; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). A study conducted by Arikan, Fernie, and Kantor
(2017) showed that professional development had the ability to change the perspectives
of early childhood teachers and give them more confidence in their abilities. The
converse of this was confirmed by this case study. Participants questioned their ability to
implement certain technology activities because they had not received the proper
professional development to do so.
Lack of Administrative Support
Research indicates that even when teachers are afforded adequate training and
have a wealth of available technology, a lack of administrative support can hinder
technology implementation in classrooms (Choi & Yi, 2016; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018).
There was no data from Southern Peach School District pertaining to this matter. No
participants indicated that they had no administrative support. This does not mean it is
not an issue; it was simply not discussed in this case study.
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Technology Cannot Replace Teachers
This study was planned before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic which led to
ultimately closing schools around the nation in March 2020. The Chapter 2 literature
study contains no research about the “human element” of teaching. It does not examine
studies about teachers’ perspectives about how technology cannot replace teachers in the
classroom; yet, there is enough data from this case study to report that early childhood
teachers often do not integrate technology because they feel that it cannot replace the
human element of teaching and should only be used to supplement the curriculum.
Limitations of the Study
This study used a case study approach to explore how and why early childhood
teachers choose technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The
methodological choices included using purposeful criterion sampling to select eight
participants to engage in questionnaires and interviews structured around the research
question. The questionnaires were given by Google Forms as previously planned;
however, the interview process had to be changed due to reasons beyond my control.
The initial plan for interviews was that they would be conducted face-to-face in a
classroom of the principal’s choosing at the Southern Peach Elementary School. The
COVID-19 pandemic and school shutdowns did not allow this to occur. Using another
venue for face-to-face interviews was not possible due to safety concerns. A change from
face-to-face interviews to virtual interviews was made to account for these safety
concerns. Changing the format of the interview did not change the credibility of the
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interviews. The only limitation was that body language was not completely able to be
determined from the virtual interviews.
All other plans were able to be followed as initially intended. Triangulation of
data was still achieved to ensure both credibility and dependability. I was able to analyze
the questionnaires, interviews, and field notes from interviews to provide rich
descriptions of the data. First and second cycle coding was still used to ensure
trustworthiness of data.
The COVID-19 pandemic affected how and where I conducted my interviews,
which did not affect trustworthiness; however, the pandemic could have affected teacher
viewpoints which could impact trustworthiness. This study was all about technology in
the classroom which became a topic of conversation on the forefront of the nation as the
COVID-19 affected educational policies and methods of instruction. There is no way to
tell if teachers would have responded the same way had they not been in the middle of a
crisis, and because of this, transferability may have been affected.
Another issue is that this study just examined the perspectives of eight early
childhood teachers in a small, rural setting. The experiences and viewpoints of this study
may not be representative of other populations, especially larger urban schools. While the
study is set up to be easily transferable, the results of this study based on population may
not be dependable.
Recommendations
There are several recommendations for further research that are supported by this
study. The first recommendation is to replicate this study using a similar sample of early
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childhood teachers in different settings. The participants in this study represented
teachers in rural southwest Georgia. Diverse settings should be used to obtain more data
to confirm the findings.
Another recommendation is to use a larger participant sample. Only eight
participants were selected for this study. More participants could provide richer data to
support or invalidate the findings. Both of these recommendations would be best studied
after the COVID-19 pandemic has concluded to ensure that viewpoints are not clouded
by the crisis.
Finally, a mixed methods study could be completed to gain even more data about
the beliefs of early childhood teachers about integrating technology in their classrooms.
Qualitative data from interviews and questionnaires could still be obtained. Additionally,
surveys with Likert scales to evaluate teachers’ self-reported perceptions and attitudes
about technology integration could be conducted as well as examining lesson plans for
the frequency and type of technology activities integrated in early childhood classrooms.
Implications
The results for this study have the capacity for positive social change. While,
technology is a tool that can be used in early childhood classrooms with great benefits,
Smith, Burrow, Fite, and Guerra (2016) noted that it is not being used in meaningful
ways in order to enhance instruction and maximize its fullest potential. The results of this
study supported this idea. The participants at Southern Peach School District were able to
note the benefits of technology in early childhood classrooms, yet, even they did not feel
they were integrating it to gain the maximum benefit from the technology.
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This study’s results will be able to positively impact social change at the
organizational level. This research highlighted the benefits of technology and the barriers
and influences that affect technology integration in early childhood classrooms. Positive
social change will occur in early childhood settings when early childhood educators are
able to identify the influences that impede on technology integration in classrooms. Once
educators are aware of their influences, they can work with their teams, administrators,
and even school districts to create appropriate plans to implement in early childhood
classrooms that will integrate technology in meaningful ways. When early childhood
educators are able to effectively integrate technology in their classrooms that are
developmentally appropriate, students will benefit, and achievement and engagement will
increase.
Conclusions
The purpose of this was to explore how and why early childhood teachers choose
technology activities to integrate into their instruction. The findings of this study add to
the limited body of literature regarding the effective integration of technology in early
childhood classrooms. The results of this study confirm that there are internal and
external factors that influence such integration. While the teachers in the study realized
the benefits of technology integration in early childhood settings, they often felt such
integration was not always developmentally appropriate. The self-efficacy beliefs of early
childhood educators were also noted as a huge influence on the amount and types of
technology integrated. Several external barriers to integration were also noted. The two
that were noted were lack of access to technology tools and lack of training.
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This study used triangulation by examining questionnaires, interviews, and field
notes. Member checks from participants in the study were also conducted. This study
does offer some transferability and dependability but because I chose a case study, the
findings can only be generalized to the group I was studying.
The potential for social change is great if used to influence other studies. This
case study was designed to add to the body of literature pertaining to the influences of
technology integration in early childhood settings. The findings were key in noting what
influenced early childhood educators at Southern Peach School District when choosing
technology activities. While further studies may not reveal the same influences,
replicating this study will further add to the body of literature and potentially affect how
and why early childhood educators integrate technology in their classrooms. When the
early childhood educators integrate technology in meaningful ways, the students they
teach will reap the benefits.
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Appendix A: Email of Invitation
My name is Crystal Crozier, and I am an Ed.D. candidate at Walden University,
an accredited institute of higher learning. Additionally, I am a third grade teacher at
Southern Peach Elementary School.
For my dissertation, I am conducting a study that describes how and why early
childhood educators use technology in their classrooms and what influences their choices
of technology activities employed. You have been invited to participate in this study
because you are a teacher at Southern Peach Elementary School.
Please read the attached consent form which will explain your duties if chosen for
the study. Please print and sign the consent form if you would like to participate and
place in my box as soon as possible.
If you have any questions, feel free to reply to this email or call my room
extension, 3109.
Thank you for your consideration.
Crystal Crozier
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Appendix B: Technology Integration Questionnaire

I am conducting a research study on how and why early childhood educators integrate
technology in their classrooms. Your views on technology integration in your classroom
are being requested. The information you provide here will be treated confidentially.
1.
2.
3.
4.

How often do you use technology activities in your classroom?
What types of technology activities do you use in your classroom?
What types of technology do your students use in your classroom?
What factors do you consider when deciding what types of technology activities
to use in your classroom?
5. List the technology activities (if any) that you would like to use in your classroom
but have not.
6. If there are technology activities that you would like to use but do not, what do
you think is preventing you from using these activities in your classroom?
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol

Introduction:
Thanks for agreeing to meet with me. I am interviewing you because you are a
teacher in grades preK through second grade at Southern Peach Elementary School who
has been teaching for at least three years and have indicated that you already integrate
technology in the classroom. I want to ask you some questions about how you use
technology in your classroom. I will give you the questions first to review, and then I will
begin recording the interview as you agreed on the consent form. Please respond to each
question, and give as much detail as possible so I can gain a better understanding. Feel
free to interrupt and ask clarifying questions as needed. I really appreciate your
participation in this interview.
Interview Questions:
1. What grade do you teach?
2. How long have you been teaching this grade?
3. What are your beliefs about technology in the classroom?
4. Please describe the different ways you use technology in your classroom.
5. What motivates you to integrate technology in the ways you do?
6. How were you prepared to implement technology in your classroom? Did you
have any special training?
7. What do you believe is the effect of technology on early childhood students?
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8. Are there anyways in which you could use technology in your classroom better?
Explain.
9. Do you perceive yourself to be knowledgeable about proper integration of
technology in early childhood classrooms?
Closure:
Thank you so much for your participation. After I analyze the results of this
interview, I will email you a draft by email. Please take a moment to review the draft and
my findings and send me any comments you may have that could affect the credibility of
my findings.

